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ABSTRACT 

This report discusses three recent developments in 

foreign and second language education. The first is the "proficiency 

movement r which is leading teachers and currxculttm planners to find 

effective ways of measuring functional language proficiency and of 




language 

language in realrlife 

communication settings. The second develbjxiieht is the introduction of 
the microcomputer to the language claisrppm. The following aspects of 
computer-assisted language learning (CALL) are discussed: (1) 
accessibility; (2) guidelines for CALL software development and 
review; (3) adoption of a systems, analys view of the instructional 
process; and (4) evaluation of CALL results. The third development is 
content-based language instruction — the simultaneous teaching of 
English and subject niatter areas such as history or social studies to 
nonnatiye speakers of English. Guidelines are listed for developing 
effective programs of content-based language instruction. Future 
trends are covered and a list of references is included. (PS) 
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DeveLopments in Language Education 
^ „_ _ John L.D. Clark 

Director, ERIC Clearinghoixse oh Language and Linguistics, 
Center for Applied Linguistics ^ Washington, DC 



Three recent developments in foreign and second ianguage education 
present important challenges and_opportunitieB for the language teaching 
field. The first is idiat is increasingly coming to be known as the 
^prpficiehcy m6vement"~an initiative in which teachers and curriculum 
P^?™?^^ ?^®^!"^^"? vays to measure functibhal language 

proficiency and to tailor their programs to bring their students to 
pragmatically useful levels of speaking, listening, reading, and writing 
ability. This trend is as exciting as it is far-reaching because it offers 
the potential for establishing cbmmbh goals of iahgxiage instruction--aB well 
as agreed-iipbn procedures for measuring success — at the same time as it 
allows a natural and healthy diversity in the specific teaching techniques 
used to attain these goals. 

^ The second development, welcome but potentially problematic if hot 

cautiously and thoughtfully implemented, is the ihtfbductibh of the micrb^ 
computer to the language classroom. Pbrbigh ahd secbhd language educators 
need to be aware of the variety of bptibhs available in computer-assisted 
language learning, price they uhderstahd the options, they should be able to 
find the optimum middle rbad between skepticism^ distrust, and avoidance of 
computer applicatibhs oh the one hand and, on the other , racritical and 
uhthihkihg ado^tibh of any and ail computer-based approaches— even those 
with seribus pedagogical shortcomings— *simpiy because of their technological 
glitter. 

Finally, content-based language instructidn— -the simultahebus teachihg 
of Ehglish_and subject matter aress such as history br social studies to 
nbnhative speakers of English---is increasingly bf interest to curriculum 
planners and school authorities as a viable and cost-effective means of 
impartingsubject matter knowledge ih ah academically rigbrbusway while at 
the same time developing studehts' prbficiehcy in English. Effective means 
of cooperation be tweeh language teachers and content area teachers must be 
found, and suitable textbooks and other materials must be developed in order 
to attalh this dual goal. 



The Proficiency Movement 

P«f iciency in foreign languages is crucial to the Uhited States • 
poiiticaias weiias economic ties with the rest bf the world. As ah 
example of U;Si deficiencies in this area, a study by the Ihterhatibnal 
Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievemeht and by UNESCO 
of 30,000 lb- and 14-year-bld studehts ih eight cbuhtries ranked American 
students next to last ih foreign lahgfiiage cbmpetehce iCarrbll, 1975); As 
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the world becomes increasingly interdependent, the importance to the United 
States of ehcbiiragihg genuine foreign language competence is regaining 
recbghitioh both by the government and within education. No longer can 
foreign language study be viewed as prtmarily aii academic exercise culminat- 
ing, for a select few in the appreciation of literary classics; it is now a 
vital practical endeavor for every American student ^ ah endeavor whose goal 
is the effective use of foreign languages in real-life situations. 

Steps Toward^t he Prof icien cy^rientatibh 

_ In the 1950s\ the Foreign Service Institute JFSI) of the U.S; Department 
of State developed a verbally defined scale of language proficiency and ah 
interview-based testing procedure that were intended to reflect the linguistic 
requirements of the 3obs that foreign service personnel are expected to fill 
overseas. Jobs were observed directly and analyzed to determine the nature 
and level of spoken language ability required for success. The resulting 
scale specified five separate levels of increasing jprof iciehcy, ranging 
from LeveO^I-- the so-^called "survival level "--through Level 5, representing 
proficiency indistinguishable from that of ah educated native speaker 
( Solienberger , 1 978 ) ; 

_ OVBT the next several years i the FSI proficiency scale was further 
developed, and more detailed descriptions were prepared for each proficiency 
level. These were formally endorsed_ in 1968 by the Interagency Language 
Rouiidtable (ILR)^ a consortium of about 30 goverrunent agencies concerned 
with foreign language trainingand evaluation; in the early and mid-i97ds, 
the prbcedxire Wasexpahdedto other government areas such as the testing ol 
Peace Corps volunteers, and the proficiency s^^ and interviewing technique 
also began to receive greater attention within the academic. community. 
Recently^ five_ states (California, Flbrida^ Ilihbis^ New Jersey, and Texas) 
have adopted speaking ability requirements based on the proficiency scale 
as part of the certif icatibh requirements for bilingual teachers. 

Gath ering M o mentum ih ^t^ie Schbbls 

In the late 1970s and early l98ds^ Educa^onal Testing Service (ETS)^ 
the American Council bh the Teachihg_ of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) , and other 
language-related organizations worked cooperativ in the further dissemi- 
nation bf ihfbrmatibh aboutthe proficiency scale and interview at both the 
secondary schbbl and college levels. This effort also included the 
refinement and expansion of_ the lower level of the scale tb better accbimbdate 
measurement needs at the early stages of language instruction. The ACTFL 
Proficiency Guidelines describing these levels were drafted in 1982 and 
revised in 1986 (ACTFL, 1976); 



_ The capability now exists for proficiency-based testing and curriculum 
development to be implemented within a large segment of the foreign language 
education field, and several relevant initiatives have already been started. 
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Wing and Mayewski (1984) have developed a handbook oh oral proficiency 
testing for college foreign lahgixage programs. Nbrtherh Arizona University 
has received a grant from the U.S. Educatibh beparttaeht to prepare guidelines 
for articulation between high school and college language programs, based on 
proficiency^based curricula and assessment procedures i ACTFt and other 
organizations have developed and offered a variety of workshops in this area 
for teachers and supervisors^ ranging from half-day familiarization sessions 
to considerably longer and more intensive tester training programs. 

Prbficiehcy-based assessment--which Higgs (1984) has referred to as the 
"brgahizihg principle" for toe langua teaching pf dcesB--hbrds ma1br implica- 
tibhs for materials development, teacher training, and program design within 
the language teaching field. Fortunately, the "proficiency mbvement** is not 
a_ revolution that will require wholesale re^ectibh of current methbdblbgies 
and materials, most of which already include or can be adapted to include 
effec-tive proficiency-developing elements. A pbtehtially greater problem is 
that many teachers themselves have only a mbdest level of proficiency in the 
^^??^^9es they teach--a situation uhcbvered by a l98t ACTfi survey (Paul, 
1981). Although thB overall level of language competence of teachers newly 
entering the field can be raised through proficiency-based certification 
requirements^ a similar upgMding of ^ills on the part of the existing 
teacher ix>bi will require a inservice train:lhg activities-- 

ihciudihg, especially, carefully planned experience abroad-- that have yet 
to be implemented on a widespread basis. 



Through workshops, published materials ^ and bther means, language 

teachers throughout the country are becoming increasingly familiar with the 
ACTPL proficiency guidelines and with measurement techniques that can be 
used to assess their students' pcroficiehcy levels^ In addition — and even 
more crucially--educatbrs whb becbme knbwledgeabie about the 
fundamental concepts underlying proficiency-based assessment 
are beginning to perceive toe important ramificati these concepts have 
for classrbbm teaching practices and for the development and adaptation of 
teaching materials. 



It is not overstating the case to say that proficiency cbhcepts, as 
they ^are being elaborated and disseminated within the field todays have 
major implications and potential benefits for virtually all areas of foreign 
language education. Teacher training ^ the deveibpment of textbooks and 
other instructional inatefialSi clansrobm practices, course sequencing, and 
means of assessing student progress will all be viewed increasingly from the 
standpoint of the ability to use the language effectively in real-life 
commiihicatibh settings. 



Computer-Assisted Language Learning 

Microcomputers and their associated instructional sbftware are more and 

more in evidence in the nationVs foreign and second language classrooms. 
Indeed, the rapidly growing number of cbmfDuter-assisted language iearaing 
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(CALL) programs dh the market present the language teacher, department 
chaifpefsbhi or other decision maker with the difficult task of making wise 
and pedagbgically valid choices from among the many options available. 
Educators* responses to the instructional possibilities presented by CALL 
have included two dpposite~and both undesirable--extremes: some reject 
CALL materials altogether, while others embrace them uncritically. These 
two stumbling blDcdcs aside, the languge teaching profession has a pressing 
need to develop guidelines for selecting and using CALL programs that will 
most effectively advance the language learning process. 

_A^_?east four major questions heed to be addressed^ First, hbw can 
computers be made more accessible to language learners^ both phyi±5ally 
and in terms of "user- friendliness? Second ^ what criteria should be losed 
to evaluate available software and to guide the development of new CALL 
materials? Third, in what ways and to what extent can CALL be integrated 
within a total leairhihg system that includes a live teacher, interacting 
students I and other hbhcomputerized fastructional media? Fburthi how does 
CALL compare with_other modes of language instruction in terms of its 
success in developing students* second language Sicills? 

Accesstbtlitv 



_ is often the cxise with technological applications in_ the U .Si school 

system, math and science classrooms were among. the first to benefit from the 
introduction of micrbcbmputers and associated software ^ograms, with the 
result that subject areas such as music and foreign languages have had to 
wait their turn. However'^ the initial imbalance with respect to equipment 
and software availability has begunto be corrected, with ehcburagihg sighs 
that the necessary facilities are increasingly available tb all areas of 
the curricmlumi A recent survey (Becker , 1985) fbuhd that the number of 
computers in schools had quadrupled in the preceding two years and. the 
number of _ students using them had tripled. Becker estimates. that more than 
one million_ microcomputers are hbw in place ^ mostly in secondary schools, 
and are being used regularly by approximately 15 miiiibh students. 

Availability of micrbcbmputer esquipment within a given school setting 
does not guarantee accessibility to either the teacher or the student. Fbr 
too many iris true tbrs I the technological aura of the computer is ah impediment 
to even attempting tb make use of its capabilities. For those whb are 
willing tb at least give the computer a try, unfortunate experiences with 
poorly designed or error-ridden programs may be a source bf frustratibh and 
eventual rejection of this technology. Althbugh students may typiciiiy be 
l^ssin awe of the computer than instructors, their learning attempts may be 
frustrated lay software that does hbt meet basic standards bf accuracy, 
freedom from programming errbrSj and so forth. 

Before CALL can reach its potential in_the^pical school setting, the 
basic problems bf equipment availability and "user- friendlness" must be 
satisfactbrily addressed. Thanks tb the constantly decreasing costs and 
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greatly increased availability of microcomputer equipment, the hardware 
problem s«sems well on the way to being resolved. Increasing sophistication 
on the part of language teachers and other professionals in the field 
concerning the attributes of a quality software prograo, and the healthy 
market competition that their feedback produces, may contribute appreciably 
to the technical and pedagogical upgrading of available CALL materials. 
Language teachers can shire their escperiences with specific software programs 
through newsletters; user^oups^ and conferences. Research comparing 
achievement results with and without CALL and among different CALL applica- 
tions will fjrovide essential feedbacdc to the computer industry. In turn, 
software publishers shoSld more actively seek to understand teachers' needs 
and provide inservice training to address them. Imjirbved cbMunication in 
both directions will foster the development and use of the microCoiputer as 
a viable component of foreign language instruction. 

Guidelines for CA LL Software D e v elopmeht and Review 

-:^:^ *Se language teaching profession has hot yet arrived at even a rough 
consensus on the particular areas of the curriculum in which CALL efforts 
might best be focused. Many of those closely involved with CALL develop- 
ments emphasize the computer's strengths in tirelessly (and nbh3udfinehtally J 
presenting a variety of information and exercises to the student, with which 
the student can work at his or her Cfwn pace and level. For this reason, 
much currently available software provides drill and practice with fbriai 
aspects of language: vocabulary, grammar, spelling, and specific usage 
probleins. 

More Inhbvati verses of CALL for English as a Second Language (ESL) and 
foreign language learning are described l^att (1984} ihd Hope, •ra:,lcr 
and Pusat* (1984) respectively. The technical capacltiei of the computer 
make it well suited for presenting reading material IS the foreign language, 
and, v'ith suitable auxiliary equijpmeht, listening comprehension passages 
and exercises. Controlled writing activities are also possible to a certain 
extent^ Although available cbmfjuter equipment and prograramlug cannot 
readily offer computer-asslBted practice Ih speaking on the student's part, 
there have been several attempts to develop such capabilities. These 
Include a system described by Wyatt (1984} In which student utterances are 
captured in digitized form and compared with a reference standard. If the 
utterance deviates too far from the model, the student is instructed to try 
again. A less expensive, but less realistic, means of providing speaking 
practice is the ELIZA program, _ which offers a simulated cohversatloh 
conducted in writing on the computer screen usihd a selection of ^scripts" 
as the basis for interaction with the computer. The near future should 
bring the schools more affordable interactive videodisc equipment, which can 
provide audiovisual stimuli and interactive instruction with push-button 
speed and aci~iracy (Johnson, 1985). 
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i^^^-?^''^^^^ particular skilli a CftEE program is designed t5 

sif2biktv"^nf ^^"'^"'^t?'" '^^^-^ assessing the instructional 

andjeneral quality of the program. Programs should first of 
? ! °v ^^^'^^"^ that nay eause the entire pr5grai to "freeze" 

or that put the student into an endless loop of repeated actions. 

*K A second ma jor desideratum is for the program to iStiract flexibly with 
^Jo^S Z^l, °" studenfa particular response^, thf 

S^uSh?. ^ ' '° "^^^^"^^ "^-^ immediately relevant td that 

^^^S^i t^?"" u"''^- ""^^^^^^^ programs, especially those that offer 
problem-solving tasks, invite interaction among pairs or small groups of 
students which has long been recbghized as an effective catalyst fbr 
learning {Johnson. 1985). Completely "linear" pro-ams that have all 
students follow exactly the same path are much less suitable. 

th. ^l^tlti ^^9her-quality programs allow the instructor to modify or iu^iint 
the content according to immediate needs. For e>cample. a vocabuSry training 
±tf£"^.^t« instructor to add or sub.titut. particular^eScii ^ 

items of his or her own choosing may be considered more flexible and of 
molifi«tlc«r '^"^^"5 ^5»n « P^^gran, that does not permit such 

«H f°^«^^«^i"bl« characteristic is for the CALL program to accept, 
and to inte^ret as correct, more than one possible answer to a given 
<paestion Just as the "real world" (as well as the classroom teacher) 
admits^ of more than one way to phrase a response in a given language-use 
situation, the computer program should be able to accommodate a reasonable 
degree of variability in students' responses. 

Finally, CftLL programs, regardless of their specific instructional 
goals, should relate beneficially to the student from the psychological 

in ^ir^.Tf^'°^' P^°9rams that provide encouragement 

in the ^orm of frequent reinforcement of correct answers, as well as non- 
threatening indication and remediation of incorrect responses, are |rJIerable 
to programs with less sensitive approaches to error correction and other 
aspects of computer-student interaction. 

Toward a Systems Approach to CoTnp T^ ter-Assist e d Language Leading 

Given the differing— and largely -bmplemehtary— Capabilities of the 
J^ff i^r'°^.'^ instructor, ti.e best approach fo finding an optimum 

role for CALL within the foreign and second language teaching field is 
probably to adopt a "systems analysis" view of the entire instructional 
process, under such a view. CALL would be seen as one of several possible 
components of instruction, along with re^xilar textbooks, other types of 

^« '^^-"room teacher, native speaker resources, 
travel abroad and other opportunities to use the languagefahd several other 
types of experiences that Would be expected to provide an adequate and 
appropriate learning environment for the student. Within this environment, 
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of these resources would be used in different but integrated 
ways, based on the particular ins tructionai strengths of each type of 
olvfrrH "^^^ the^overall learning objectives of the program. For example, 
given tne fact that present computer equipment and programming capabilities 
do not readily permit computer-assisted practice in speaking, it iay be more 
^pp|:opriate, from a "systems" point of view, to defer attempts to implement 
CALL in the student speaking area, at least for the time being, and to 
assign this important role quite frankly and legitimately to the classroom 
teacher. On the other hand, the obvious strengths of the computer in 
providing practice in and reinforcement of various aspects of grammar 
vocabulary development, reading comprehension, and sb forth, would suggest 
that these particular aspects might be largely delegated to the computer 
with a resulting overall increase in the efficient and learning yield of 
the total instructional process. 

Although a thoroughgoing systemsranaiytic approach to foreign/second 
language learning— which Would include Cftit as well as many other techniques 
and resources as jjbtential components— has yet to be fully developed, the 
general concept is a useful one and may help to identify the most effictive 
place for computer-assisted techniques within the framework of lanSiage 
instructibii as a whole. 

Evaluating the Results of CALL 

It is fair to say that^ although the potential effectivenss of CALL in 

enhancing student language achievement is generally accepted, little exper- 
imental evidence addresses this assumption, in an important recent study 
Robinson (1985) found that students Who underwent each of a variety of 
language learning exercises bh a microcomputer performed in virtually every 
instance at a higher level than a control group. Dunkel's (in press) viiw 
of research oh CALL concludes that the evidence so far oh CALL as a supplement 
to i-egular instruction is positive, although some studies document po5r 
retention levels. 

^ The overall impabt bf CALL on the total language learning ix^irience 
has yet to be investigated in a scient-.if ically rigorous manSir. This 
investigation will probably have to await the development bf CALL software 
that is integral to the instructional program rather than siapty providing 
occasional or supplementary assistance to the classrobm teacher. In addition 
such research represents a major evaluative task that will require substantial 
technical and financial resources. In the meantime, the best approach to 
implementing and evaluating CALL technology in the foreign/second language 
•csaching field will probably be for teachers, supervisors, and others 
involved in the ihstructibhal process to simply exercise good will and 
good sense in cbhsiderihg the potential applications of CALL in their own 
particular teaching situations. 
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Engiish thrOiigh Cbhteht 

Jroce^ies for the integration of subject Mttir content and language 
instruction are of potential interest to all language teachers^ but 
especially to those teachers of English as a second language (ESL) who are 
responsible for helping language-minority students acquire the linguistic 
skills needed to profit fully from Academic instruction in English. This 
concern has increased with the influx of limited-English-jsrof icient (lEP) 
students from all over the world into the United States school system. in 
Philadelphia's public school enrollment, for example, 74 language backgrounds 
are represented (Behevento, 1985). 

The heightened intireit in content-based language ihstruct±5h comei 
at a time when language acquisition research is seriously ^iitiohing the 
efficacy of instruction that focuses; on linguistic rules taught in isolation 
from subject matter (Mohan, 1986). As with fjrof icieh<^-based foreign 
language instruction, the primary characteristic of cbnteht^based English 
language instruction is its emphasis oh the use of the language in meaningful 
and relevant contexts, which in the latter case is the language of the 
subject matter classroom and textbook. 

The "Shet t e red-Enql J^^pprdach 

The "sheltered-English" approach^-ESt that specifically addresees the 
content areas of inath, science, or social studies—can aid the transition 
of lEP students into the mainstream^ of U.S. education, especially in compari- 
Bon^with the inbre tj^jical ESL instruction that focuses only on general br 
social language. A major advantage of the sheltered-English approach is 
that the students receive specific practici in understanding and uiihg 
academically oriented discourse^ a type of language that many of them have 
not encountered before even in their native languages. 

^ Qamndhs M98 an important distihctioh bitwein general socid- 

linguistic abilities, which he terms basic inte^irsonal communication 
^wT fc*" '^^^^ — ^-^^^"^ kincfs of language called for in school settings, 
which he designates as cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) 
Particularly characteristic of CALP is the ability to understand and use 
written language and even oral language in environments where little support 
of the meaning is provided by nonverbal or visual cues or through shared 
background knowledge. Although BICS can be developed through conventional 
ES£ instr..ction, augmented ijy the student's own exposure to and practici 
in using isocial language outside of the classroom, the acquisition of CfttP 
is Viewed as a longer-tern effort 1±at requires a schbolwide, team-based 
approach for tJie greatest effectiveness and level of success. 

T^Team Approach to ebntent-Based instrac4,ibh 

virtually eve^y schooi in the United States hai r;oie number of 
LEP students, it is vitally important tb establish close coDperation and 



in 



VI -9 



joint curricuium planning and teaching between ESL teachers and content area 
teachers;^ ^though content area teachers may be uncertain regarding their 
role in the language development of luEP students and may initially resist 
becoming involved in such a venture ^ this may be overcome in large part by 
emphasizing the need to focus on students' academic skill deficiencies in 
all aspects of the schbbl cnirriculum, regardless cf the subject being taught 
in a particular classrbom._ The cultural diversity and linguistic richness 
the LEP students bring to the school should also be stressed as a positive 
factor. 

„ A variety of inservice and preservice activities can be implemented 
in a_ team approach to content-based language instruction. For example^ 
by obseirving trained ESL teachers j content area teachers can learn to modify 
their own classroom language to avoid complicated constructions and obscure 
expressions, as well as to give visual support for the meaning of the 
language by conducting dembhstratibns, increasing the number of visuals 
they use, arid so forth* ESL teachers, for their part^ can plan their 
classroom work in consul tatioh with the content area teachers in order 
to coordiiiate their ihstructioh with the particular topics being taught 
in the subject inatter classes. Vocabulary development, in particular ^ can 
be pursued in a pre-planned, consistent manner in both ESL and content area 
classes. This is an espscially important undertaking since a student needs 
repeated exposure to new vocabulary items in a wide variety of contexts 
in order to thoroughly master the words' visual ^ auditory ^ and iemantic 
attributes; Both ESL and content area teachers must also become sensitive 
to students' varying linguistic and cultural backgrbuhds so as to avoid, 
for example, inadvertently using ah inappropriate form or style of address 
when calling on a student in class. Close attention to these Koall but 
significant matters can be fostered through properly designed preservice 
and iris er vice training. 

Chambt (1985) of fers the following guidelines for program planners 
interested in developing an effective program of cdriteht-based language 
ihstr^actioh: 

_ __i*~^_Clearly define thjs^^^^^ objectives of the program, with a 

major focus on having the LEP student, by the end of the program, fully able 
to participate in regular "hbhsheltered" ehvirohments. 

2. Plan curriculxim and course content based on the instructional 
objectives. 

3- Plan and conduct joint inservice training with ESL and content 
area teachers. 

4. Develop^ or adapt teaching materials as necessary to support tlie 
instructional program ^ 

5. Plan and implement appropriatei assessment procedures. 
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Pg Q inotlng Interactive Opportunities 

^Chanot and Arambul( 1985) illustrate the ways in which the science 
Classroom can lend Itself eBpaeially well to LEP student language develop^ 
ment,^For example, when students are physically involved in scientific 
experiments, they have natural opportunities to discuss what takes place 
in these experiments. When LEP students iake oral or written reports, 
their teachers can focus oh the conceptual content and riot be overly 
critical Of language errors „ By the same token, nonverbal responses su5h 
OS student-produced sketches and charts allow beginning- level LEP students 
to display their cognitive capabilities while Control of the language is 

^5!^"^ taught in a hands-on, interactive 

way, LEP students can share knowledge, hypotheses, and experiences with 
their English-speaking peers in careatiVe, functional ways at the same time 
as they develop higher- level thinking skills* 

Materials Development Meeds 

^ JtJ^^'^^nt maiqt seminar sponsored^ the U.S. Educatibh Department- 
Bupported Center for Language Education and Research (Crahdall. willetti 
Mohan, fi Curtain^ 1986) concluded that in addition to the need for 
establishing effective Ineervlce and preservice training prograoi for 
content-baaed language 1:eaching^ there is a critical heed for insteuctional 
materials specially designed for the content^based programs. Although the 
writing or adapting of existing materials at the local levil 5ay provide an 
interim solution, this procedure is riot ah effective use of staff tioe and 
resources from the global, long-term point of view, since it in volves 
reinventing the wheel in each particular setting. What appears to be rieeded 
is the involvement of major publishers in p^5duciiig textbecsks that parallel 
or^ supplement current texts and can be used in a sheltered-English context 
while LEP students are developing theif English language skills. However, 
since these students will eventually exit to a regular academic environment, 
the subject matter content of these texts must riOt be diluted--such ah 
approach would deprive the students of the academic boost that the sheltered- 
English approach is intended to provide. Iri this regard, it should also be 
emphasized that a properly planned "sheltered-English textbook" series would 
need^ to incorporate increasingly sophisticated language so that, on completion 
of the program, LEP students would be in a position to handle native speaker 
materials as easily as their native-English-speaking classmates. 

Future IDirecttons 

future of foreign and Second language teaching effbrti 
£ ^%°"J*«^^St^t«^ f«»not be predicted in detail, the general outlines can 
be conjecture^;, assuming that each of the three major initiatives des^ibed 
h|re^ continue to develop and expand appropriately, if so. the 1990 edition 
of this Yearbook might contain the following observations: 
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_ _ The ••proficiency movemeht" has led to widespread adoption of verbally 
defined levels of language cbmj^tehce as a "cbmabn metr of achievement in 
second language learning. Students, teachers, parents, school board meters, 
college admissions officers, 8tate_and federal agencies, multinational 
corjpbratibhs^ and other individuals and organizations have ea.1 developed a 
good working famiiiari ty_ with toe real-lif^ peirformance ability represented 
by each level of the proficiency scale; This information is used extensively 
^^_9^^^^9^^9^ with_student course placement, curriculum design, teacher 
certification, language program evaluation, employment applications for jobs 
requiring foreign or second language competence, arid in a variety of other 
settings. Periodic surveys of the proficiency levels attained by high 
school arid college graduates give clear and readily interpreted statistics 
showing the •"national yield^" of lahguage-cbmpeteht Americans* 

Developments in the area of cbmputer*a8si8ted language learning, 
together with the constantly increasing availability of microcomputer 
equipment^ have made the computer virtually as commonplace as the textbook 

language classes; Despite some earlier fears, the computer, 
far from replacing tte liv^^ freed the teacher to concentrate oii 

facets of the overall language learning process for which human interaction 
is of the greatest importance, including especially face- ten- face cbhversatibh. 
The computer, for its part, has taken over the task of providing the student 
with a wide variety of oportuiiities for individualized practice^ especially 
iri reading arid listening cbmrehehsioh^ in the methodical, tireless manner 
that is the hallmark and true strength of CALL. 

A valuable byprbdxict of the advent and increasing use of CALL is the 
fact that teachersandschboi systems have begxm to think of language 
teaching and learning as an integrated process involving not only the 
teacher and the computer but also many other types of learning media and 
bpporttinities. ^pth computer-based and_ noncomputerized self-study materials 
are increasingly developed and used in both formal and Informal settings. 
Thardcs to satellite technology, television programs from other countries are 
widely received and used for language practice iri both schools arid hbmes. 
Opportunities to travel and study abroad are used to greater advantage as a 
result of predeparture ihstriictibri iri how to maximize the language learning 
yield of these experiences. In siimi bringing the cbmputer into the 
instructional pictxire has encouraged teachers^ ciirriculum plaririers, and 
others tb brbadeh their view bf the lariguage learning process to include 
many other highly effective practices that might not otherwise have been 
considered. 

^ _ in the nation's classrooms, a large majority of the teachers of math, 
science^ social studies^ and other subject matter have received explicit 
training to be able to conduct their classes so that they facilitate 
comprehension by limited-English-proficient stude^ at the same time as 
they maintain full pedagogical rigor. ESL teachers^ for their part^ are 
fully knowledgeable about the cbhteht arid sequencing bf ihstnictibh in the 
other areas bf the curriculum^ and plan their own teaching sb as to emphasize 
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the particailar vocabulary and other aspects of the language that are m5st 
relevant to the other subject natter areas at any given point in the ichobl 
year. As a result of this planned, synergistic approach^ students whose 
native language is other than English have the bf:^brtunity tb learn English 
rapidly and effectively while sJjsniltaneously acquiring the subject matter 
skills being taught in the regular school curriculum. 

^_ Taken together, advances in the three areas of proficient-oriented 
language instruction and assessment ^ computer-assisted iftnguage learning, 
andcooperative, cdntentbased ESL and subject matter instruction have added 
up to a large and cqhtinually growing number of language-competent U.S. 
citizens. Thes^ individuals have attained a pragmatically useful level of 
functional competence both in English and in at least one other language 
that is of economic, social, or cultural value to themselves and--by the 
same tc*eh — to the nation as a whole. 
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